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9 STAFF'S  NOTICE OF FILING
RESPONSIVE REHEARINGTESTIMONY
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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
GOLD CANYON SEWER COMPANY, AN
ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR A
DETERMINATION OF THE FAIR VALUE OF
ITS UTILITY PLANT AND PROPERTY AND
FOR INCREASES IN ITS RATES AND
CHARGES FOR UTILITY SERVICE BASED
THEREON.
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1 4
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Staff of the Arizona Corporation Commission ("Staff") hereby files the Responsive Rehearing

Testimony of Crystal S. Brown of the Utilities Division in the above-referenced matter.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 30'h day of October 2007.
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lilith  A. e ra to  , Attorne y (
Robin R. Mitche ll, Attorney
Le ga l Divis ion
Arizona Corpora tion Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 542-3402
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23 Original and thirteen (13) copies
of the foregoing filed this 30 h
day of October, 2007 with:24
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Docket Control
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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Copie s  of the  fore going e -ma ile d/
ma ile d this  30*" da y of Octobe r,
2007 to:

5

Gre g S ore nson
Gold Ca nyon S e we r Com pa ny
12725 We s t India n S chool Roa d
S uite  D-101
Avonda le , Arizona  85323

6 J a y L. S ha piro
P a trick J . Bla ck
F E NNE MO R E  C R AIG ,  P .C .
3003 North Ce ntra l Ave nue
S uite  2600
P hoe nix, Arizona  85012

7

8

9

10

11

Scott S . Wakefie ld
RUCO
1110 West Washington Street
Suite  220
Phoenix, Arizona  85007

12

13

14

Andy Kurtz
Mounta inbrook Villa ge  a t G old

Ca nyon Ra nch As s ocia tion
5674 S outh Ma rble  Drive
Gold Ca nyon, Arizona  85218

15

16

17

Ma rk A. Tucke r
Ma rk A. Tucke r, P .C.
2650 East Southern Avenue
Mesa , Arizona  85204
Attorne ys  for Ca l Am Prope rtie s , Inc.

18

19

20 ,in

2 1

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

2



RESPONSIVE

TESTIMONY

OF

CRYSTAL s . BROWN

DOCKET NO. SW-02519A-06-0015

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION

OF GOLD CANYON SEWER COMPANY

FOR A DETERMINATIONOF THE FAIR VALUE

OF ITS UTILITY PLANT AND PROPERTY

AND FOR INCREASES IN ITS RATES AND CHARGES

FOR UTILITY SERVICE BASED THEREON

OCTOBER 30, 2007



BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

MIKE GLEASON
Chairman

WILLIAM A. MUNDELL
Commissioner

JEFF HATCH-MILLER
Commissioner

KRISTIN K. MAYES
Commissioner

GARY PIERCE
Commissioner

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF )
GOLD CANYON SEWER COMPANY, FOR A )
DETERMINATION OF THE FAIR VALUE OF ITS )
UTILITY PLANT AND PROPERTYAND FOR )
INCREASES IN ITS RATES AND CHARGES FOR )
UTILITY SERVICE BASED THEREON. )

)

DOCKET no. SW-02519A-06-0015

RESPONSIVE

TESTIMONY

OF

CRYSTAL s. BROWN

PUBLIC UTILITIES ANALYST V

UTILITIES DWISION

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

OCTOBER 30, 2007



Table  of Contents

Page

INTRODUCTION .

P URP OS E OF RES P ONS IVE TES TIMONY..

RATE CAS E EXP ENS E, LEGAL FEES  FROM ORIGINAL CAS E Tl

RATE CAS E EXP ENS E, REHEARING RATE CAS E EXP ENS E..

.1

.1

.1

.4



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
GOLD CANYON SEWER CGMPANY

DOCKET NO. SW-02519A-06-0015

Staff recommends tha t $69,372 for unsupported ra te  case  lega l expense  of the  origina l
ra te  ca s e  be  re move d. For the  re he a ring ra te  ca s e  e xpe ns e , S ta ff re comme nds  tha t a ll
uns upporte d cos ts , a ll a ffilia te  dire ct la bor cos ts , profit, a nd ce rta in ove rhe a d cos ts  (a s
ide ntifie d in S ta ffs  surre butta l te s timony) be  disa llowe d.



Respons ive  Tes timony of Crys ta l S . Brown
Docke t No. S W-02519A-06-0015
Page 1

1 INTR O DUC TIO N

2 Q- Please state your name, occupation, and business address.

3

4

My na me  is  Crys ta l Brown. I a m a  P ublic Utilitie s  Ana lys t V e mploye d by the  Arizona

Corpora tion Commis s ion ("ACC" or "Commis s ion") in  the  Utilitie s  Divis ion ("S ta fF').

My business address is  1200 West Washington Stree t, Phoenix, Arizona  85007.

Q- Are you the same Crystal Brown who filed testimony in this case?

5

6

7

8 Ye s .

9

10 PURPOSE OF RESPONSIVE TESTIMONY

11

12 Q- Wh a t is  th e  p u rp o s e  o f yo u r re s p o n s ive  te s tim o n y in  th is  p ro c e e d in g ?

1 3

14

15

16

The  purpos e  of my re s pons ive  te s timony in this  proce e ding is  to pre s e nt, on be ha lf of

S ta ff, recommended adjus tments  for the  lega l fees  pe rta ining to the  ra te  case  expense  of

the  origina l case  and Sta ffs  recommendations  for a ll a reas  of ra te  case  expense  re la ted to

the  rehea ring of Gold Canyon Sewer Company, Inc. ("Gold Canyon" or "Comparly").

17

18

19

20

RATE CASE EXPENSE, LEGAL FEES FROM ORIGINAL CASE

Q,

2 1

Did Staff perform an audit of rate case expense in the original Gold Canyon rate

proceeding?

22

23

No. Due  to time  a nd s ta ffing cons tra ints , S ta ff did not pe rform a n a udit of ra te  ca s e

expense , Staff recommended no adjustments  to the  Company's  proposed $160,000 in ra te

24

A.

A.

A.

A.

case expense.



Responsive Testimony of Crystal S. Brown
Docket No. SW-02519A-06-0015
Page 2

1 Q,

2

For the responsive testimony in this rehearing, did Staff audit the legal fees included

in rate case expense for the original Gold Canyon rate proceeding?

3 Ye s .

4

Q- What is Staff's recommended adjustment to the legal fees pertaining to the original

case?

S ta ff re comme nds  tha t $69,372 for uns upporte d ra te  ca s e  le ga l e xpe ns e  of the  origina l

$160,000 ra te  cas e  expens e  be  removed.

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Q- F o r  t h is  r e h e a r in g ,  d id  S t a ff is s u e  a  d a t a  r e q u e s t  fo r  t h e  r e d a c t e d  le g a l fe e s

pe rta in ing  to  the  o rig ina l c a s e ?

12

13

No, S ta ff utilize d the  re da cte d invoice s  provide d to RUCO's  da ta  re que s t 1.13 re ce ive d on

April 21, 2006 a nd s upple me nte d on Augus t 16, 2006.

14

Q- Based on these invoices, did Staff audit the legal fees?15

16 Ye s .

17

18 Q- How did Staff audit the legal fees included in the original case rate case expense?

19

20

21

22

23

24

First, Staff determined whether or not it had invoices to support the total $160,000

Company proposed rate case expense amount. This process was necessary in order to

determine whether Staff had all of the legal invoices. Staff found that the invoices

provided did not support the total $160,000 claimed amount. The invoices totaled

$47,988.76 as follows: $l0,962.50, from the Company's affiliate, $l8,l46.65, from

Thomas Bourassa, and $18,146.65 from Fennemore Craig. Staff removed all unsupported

25

A.

A.

A.

A.

A.

amounts.



Respons ive  Tes timony of Crys ta l S . Brown
Docke t No. S W-02519A-06-0015
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1 Q- Did the  Company la te r provide  a  s upplement to  RUCO's  da ta  reques t L13?

2

3

4

Ye s . The  Compa ny provide d a  supple me nt on Augus t 16, 2006. The  a dditiona l invoice s

provide d toge the r with the  firs t s e t of invoice s  did not tota l the  Compa ny's  3160,000 in

ra te  case  expense . The  s upple me nta l invoice s  tota l $61,148 a s  follows : $34,932 from

Gold Canyon's  a ffilia te , $24,324 from Fennemore  Cra ig, $1,896 from Thomas Bourassa .5

6

Q- Did Staff contact RUCO to determine whether they had received additional7

8

9

10

supplements?

Ye s , S ta ff con ta cte d  RUCO a nd  de te rmine d  tha t the y ha d  re ce ive d  no  a dditiona l

supplements.

11

12 Q-

13

14

S in c e  th e  in vo ic e s  th a t S ta ff h a s  re c e ive d  is  a p p ro xima te ly $50,863 le s s  th a n  th e

$160,000 propos ed by the  Company, can Staff be  certa in tha t it has  rece ived a ll of the

Company's  legal invoices ?

No, S ta ff cannot be  ce rta in tha t it has  rece ived a ll of the  lega l invoices .15

16

17

18

Q- What amount in redacted legal invoices and unsupported legal invoices does Staff

recommend be removed?

19

20

S ta ff re comme nds  $18,509 in re da cte d a nd $50,863 for mis s ing a nd/or uns upporte d

invoices  be  removed, for a  tota l of $69,372.

21

22 Q- Has Staff requested the unredacted legal invoices?

23 Yes. Staff requested the  unredacted invoices in data  request CSB 1.1.

24

25 Q- Has Staff filed a Motion to Compel to obtain the unredacted invoices?

26

A.

A.

A.

A.

A.

A. Yes. The  Adminis tra tive  Law Judge  has  directed the  parties  to meet and to confer.



Respons ive  Tes timony of Crys ta l S . Brown
Docke t No. S W-02519A-06-0015
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1 Q. What is going on currently regarding Staff's audit of the unredacted invoices?

2 Sta ff ha s  cons ide red going on-s ite  and is  in the  process  of making a rrangements  for the

3 audit with the  Company.

4

5 R ATE CAS E EXP ENS E, R E HE AR ING  R ATE CAS E EXP ENS E

6

7 Q- Will the Company seek to recover rate case expense for the rehearing?

8 Yes, in response  to da ta  request CSB 1.2, the  Company sta ted tha t it will seek recovery.

9

1 0 Q- Has Staff requested invoices to support the rehearing rate case expense?

1 1 Yes. Staff requested the  invoices in data  request CSB1 .1.

1 2

1 3 Q- Has the Company provided any invoices pertaining to the rehearing rate case

1 4

1 5

expense?

No, it ha s  not.

1 6

1 7 Q- Does Staff have any recommendations concerning rate case expense related to the

1 8 rehearing?

1 9

20

2 1

22

23

24

Ye s , S ta ff re comme nds  tha t a ll uns upporte d cos ts  (e .g., re da cte d le ga l invoice s ) be

disa llowe d. Also, S ta ff re comme nds  tha t a ll a ffilia te  dire ct la bor cos ts , profit, a nd ce rta in

ove rhe a d cos ts  (a s  ide ntifie d in S ta ffs  surre butta l te s timony) be  re move d. The  a ffilia te

dire ct la bor cos ts  a re  include d in te s t ye a r ope ra ting e xpe ns e s  a s  a ll a dditiona l hours

worke d during the  te s t ye a r tha t we re  in e xce ss  of a n e ight-hour da y (or 2,0801 hours ).

More ove r, the  a ffilia te  profit a nd ove rhe a d cos ts  a re  not ne e de d in  the  provis ion of

25 se rvice .

A.

A.

A.

A.

A.

1 80 hours  per week x 26 pay periods per year = 2,080 annual hours
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1 Q. Does this conclude your responsive testimony?

2 A. Ye s , it doe s .


